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Based on the survey and focus group data, the 
following set of recommendations were developed to 
help inform the City of Cleveland’s municipal actions 
moving forward, as well as the social marketing 
campaign to be developed in conjunction with this 
project by Thunder Tech Inc.

BAGS
• 	Create reminder signs for store parking lots and work  
	 with store owners on installation.
•  	Develop receptacles and signage for reusable bag  
	 exchanges at stores and collaborate on installation.
•  	Focus education and outreach materials on alternatives  
	 for picking up pet waste (e.g., metal scoopers).
• 	Design mirror tags to remind residents to bring  
	 reusable shopping bags when leaving the car.

WATER BOTTLES
•  	Produce an education campaign touting the cleanliness  
	 and safety of municipal tap water.
•  	Decorate existing water fountains and water filtration  
	 stations with positive signage (see above).
•  	Design mirror tags to remind residents to bring  
	 reusable water bottles when leaving home.
•  	Create a pledge for consumers to sign committing them  
	 to drink from a reusable bottle. 

CIGAR TIPS
•  	Develop billboards and public signage at bus stops,  
	 convenience stores, restaurants and public parks.
•  	Message should equate proper disposal of cigar tips to  
	 community pride and public/environmental health.
•  	Implement social media campaign aimed at minority  
	 youth (14-25 year olds).
•  	Create educational messaging for existing disposal  
	 receptacles that focuses on plastic cigar tips.

MUNICIPAL ACTIONS
•  	Designate more smoking areas with visually appealing  
	 and clearly marked bins for cigar tips.
•  	Install additional water filtration stations throughout  
	 the region.
•  	Implement incentives for the use of reusable bags/ 
	 bottles and disincentives for use of plastic bags/bottles.
•  	Prioritize municipal education and outreach campaigns  
	 for all marine debris.

RECOMMENDATIONS
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Table 1. Demographic information collected for the CEMSA compared to U.S. Census Data 2011-2015 
and 2015 year estimates to determine if survey respondents are representative of CEMSA population. 
*If percentages are within 4% they are considered similar due to the margin of error at a 99% confidence level. Green coloring means they 
are similar and red means they are not similar.

Survey and CEMSA Counties Demographic Comparison Table

Demographic Identifier Survey CEMSA Do survey and CEMSA  
data match? 

age range 937 (100%)

No, survey does not match for ages 
but the survey is not skewed to a 
certain age group.  

18-24 years 72 (7.7%) 8.1%

25-34 years 132 (14%) 10.8%

35-44 years 172 (18.4%) 12.2%

45-54 years 198 (21.1%) 15.3%

55-64 years 209 (22.3%) 14.4%

65 years and over 148 (15.8%) 16.3%

Prefer not to answer 6 (0.6%)

gender 947 (100%)

No, survey is skewed in favor of females.

Female 680 (71.8%) 51.9%

Male 253 (26.7%) 48.2%

Transgender 1 (0.1%) Data not available

Prefer not to answer 13 (1.4%) Data not available

race 951 (100%)

The survey is similar to race groups in 
CEMSA with the exception of Black/
African American.

White/Caucasian 840 (88.3%) 86.8%

Black/African American 32 (3.4%) 8.9%

Hispanic or Latino 18 (1.9%) 4.24%

Asian 12 (1.3%) 1.36%

American Indian or  
Alaska Native ale

1 (0.1%) 0.2%

Native Hawaiian or Other  
Pacific Islander

0 (0%) 0%

Other 16 (1.7%) 0.88%

Prefer not to answer 32 (3.4%) Data not available

APPENDIX A
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Demographic Identifier Survey CEMSA Do survey and CEMSA  
data match? 

annual household  
income level 

The survey does not accurately 
represent the households making less 
than $29,999 dollars annually. It is 
similar to all other annual household 
income levels. 

Below $14,999 10.2%

$15,000-$24,999 9.7%

$25,000-$34,999 9.6%

$35,000-49,999 13.2%

$50,000-74,999 18.9%

$75,000-$99,999 13.4%

Below $20,000 36 (3.8%)

$20,000-$29,999 44 (4.6%)

$30,000-$39,000 62 (6.5%)

$40,000-$49,000 64 (6.7%)

$50,000-$59,000 79 (8.3%)

$60,000-$69,000 66 (6.9%)

$70,000-$79,000 62 (6.5%)

$80,000-$89,000 42 (4.4%)

$90,000-$99,000 72 (7.6%)

$100,000-$149,000 168 (17.6%) 14.9%

$150,000 or more 100 (10.5%) 10%

Prefer not to answer 158 (16.58%)

highest level of education 956 (100%)

This survey is skewed to a higher 
education level than what is 
representative of CEMSA. 

Less than High School 1 (0.1%) 10.8%

High School/GED 40 (4.2%) 30%

Some College/Associate’s Degree 216 (22.6%) 30%

Bachelor’s Degree 381 (39.9%) 17.9%

Graduate or Professional Degree 315 (33%) 11.4%

Prefer not to answer 3 (0.3%)

student status 977 (100%)

There is no 
U.S. Census 

data to use for 
comparison. 

Yes 107 (11%)

 Full-time  63 (60.5%)

 Part-time 41 (39,4%)

No 866 (88.6%)

Prefer not to answer 4 (0.5%)

APPENDIX A // DEMOGRAPHIC COMPARISION TABLE
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